be mindful of our language which both on the level of everyday talk and in scholarly discourse is replete with various hidden meanings and metaphors. When we import concepts from other fields, we should do so in a controlled and that means, above all, in a reflected manner.
To try and sketch out the main strands of the discussion contained in this book is a daunting task. It can hardly be accomplished by doing justice to all the arguments advanced and subjects touched upon. Not only would this require near encyclopaedic knowledge. It would also need something approaching one-to-one representation of the complexity present in these discussions. Such a feat is on principle not possible. When it comes to theory building, complexity can be dealt with only in one way-by reducing it. As I shall point out later, this is not quite as trivial as it may seem to some. Above all, this will not, and indeed, cannot be done from some quasiArchimedian vantage point which might afford an 'objective', decontextualised view to judge all the problems we have been dealing with. We shall return later to the futility of any such pursuit. A fortiori, this position obliges the author to be explicit and specific about the point of view or otherwise, the point of observation, which vitally informs his argument. My remarks will be tinged by the perspective of a social scientist chiefly concerned with process, novelty and alterity, while working from long-term, comparative perspectives. Still, I hope to give some indications about how the confrontation with very diverse disciplinary concerns and methodological approaches can shed light on issues that at first sight may appear to be fairly widely apart from each other. Furthermore, the sociology of knowledge may help to understand in how far ideas, concepts, metaphors, models and methodologies are conveyed by people as members of society whose mindset is also informed by their daily social experience and practice.
In dealing with the overall issues of processes of change, of their conceptualising and representation by formal models or discursive accounts, practically all the contributors in one way or the other have addressed the issue of complexity. Here, I do not want so much to discuss complexity as such but rather, I want to look at the analytical strategies and concepts employed in understanding the behaviour and dynamics of complex systems. I would like to first recapitulate some salient points about the conceptualisation of change in the present contributions (1). This will lead up to a brief reflection about the different dimensions addressed in the contributions, both in relation to time and to scale (2). After that I shall look at the ways in which the issue of uncertainty emerges, after the demise of teleological concepts, as a central theme, not only for understanding the subject matters dealt with in science, but for the meaning of science for and its role in society as well (3). The problem of uncertainty is linked closely to the issue of human agency, which again plays very different parts within the various processes discussed in the papers, and also within the analytical and methodological approaches that inform them. This will lead us to the much debated divide between the
